Increasing Pacific Weed Biocontrol Collaboration Workshop
Friday 25 September 2015, Paniolo I Room, Mariott Hotel, Waikoloa, Big Island, Hawai’i
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Note that David Bakke, US Forest Service, USA (dbakke@fs.fed.us) was unable to participate as planned because of difficulties with Skype in maintaining the call. John Gaskin and Patrick Moran (USDA-ARS, USA), and Amanda Knauf (University of Hawaii) attended part of the meeting as observers in the morning.

Introduction and purpose of the meeting
A Pacific Biocontrol Strategy Workshop was held in Auckland, New Zealand, in November 2009. There were 47 participants, representing 17 countries and organisations representing the Pacific Region (Pacific Invasives Learning Network (PILN), Secretariat of the Pacific Community (SPC), the Pacific Invasives Initiative (PII), and the University of the South Pacific (USP). The workshop purpose was to explore whether biocontrol of widespread invasive species could be undertaken on a more co-operative and collaborative basis in the Pacific, and to develop a regional strategic plan that would allow this to happen. The workshop:
· Reviewed biocontrol activities and programmes in the Pacific
· Identified capacity gaps and barriers to using biocontrol to manage invasive species
· Identified opportunities and actions to increase biocontrol work in the Pacific
· Discussed criteria for selecting priority species for biocontrol
· Identified priority species for biological control in the Pacific
· Identified actions and mechanisms for increasing the understanding and acceptance of the use of biocontrol as a management tool in the Pacific
· Identified potential funding sources for biocontrol projects
· Created a steering group to assist in the implementation of the regional strategic plan developed

While there was considerable energy and excitement at the workshop, many of the actions agreed (which in hindsight were too ambitious) never came to fruition. In particular the steering group, which was to drive the actions, did not get off the ground. Some gains were made in terms of weed biocontrol, as a result of the workshop, with Australia initiating a project to deliver some weed biocontrol agents to Papua New Guinea and Vanuatu, and New Zealand a similar programme for the Cook Islands. However, most of the opportunities identified have not been realised to date including enhanced communication, co-ordination and collaboration amongst the relevant parties.
In 2014 a proposal to New Zealand’s Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment, focussed on invasive species under the NZ-US Joint Commission on Science and Technology Collaboration, was successful in gaining funds for a range of activities including Pacific Regional Engagement. The aim of this project is to build on existing initiatives to address invasive species issues in the Pacific region, promote new collaborative research opportunities, and prepare a Pacific Biocontrol Strategy. This provided fresh impetus to revisit weed biocontrol collaboration in the Pacific, and the meeting reported here was organised to take advantage of a critical mass attending EMAPi 2015 in Hawai’i. Because it was not feasible to have a similar representation from in-country experts as the Auckland meeting the focus of this meeting was largely about how developed countries and leading weed biocontrol organisations in the region could co-operate better to support Pacific efforts.

What are we working on, planning or hoping to work on? 
Brief presentations on current and likely future work, and challenges being faced, were made by Michael Day, Quentin Paynter, Lynley Hayes, Sylverio Bule, Darcy Oishi, Tracy Johnson, Paul Pratt, Dave Moverley, Corin Pratt and Arne Witt (see Appendix One). Themes that emerged included some surprise that we were not better informed about the work each of us was doing or planning to do, and that we could all benefit from improved communication (see later). Also of concern was the loss of capacity at many organisations and the struggle to maintain it at others. This appears to reflect the global trend current that biocontrol is not achieving the level of recognition and support it deserves in many countries, and consequently funding is being put into other areas instead. Biocontrol may need to be repackaged to gain better support in the way that climate-smart agriculture has succeeded (see www.fao.org/climate-smart-agriculture/).

Pacific weed biocontrol priorities 
· The group discussed how best to review Pacific weed biocontrol priorities. It was agreed that any decisions about priority weed targets would be best made by experts in each country, perhaps using a process such as the one used for the Cook Island project which brought a group together to decide this as part of a scoping study before the project began. This group’s major contribution was to identify which projects would be most likely to succeed. It was agreed that in order to build confidence in the value and role of biocontrol, and to maximise the use of available resources, that projects that have a high likelihood of success and that would ideally provide dramatic and obvious results relatively quickly should be the focus. Michael Day has prepared a spreadsheet (see Appendix Two) showing weed targets in the Pacific for which biocontrol agents have been developed and on which Pacific Island countries/territories (PICTS) these weeds are reported to be. However, it was noted that the list did not reflect the extent/importance of these targets, rather only likely presence/absence so further ground-truthing of this information will be necessary. The group scrutinised the list and identified:
· Projects with a high likelihood of success
· Projects with a good likelihood of success in some situations
· Newer projects showing promise that were expected to ultimately prove highly successful
· The group also discussed and noted work being undertaken against new targets, such as African tulip tree, that would likely result in new agents in due course, and added these to the spreadsheet. Action: Michael agreed to update the spreadsheet to show where these targets are reported to occur and to include information about agents already released and still available to be released.
· The group also discussed which Pacific Island countries/territories currently had the greatest willingness/readiness to get involved in weed biocontrol. Both discussions resulted in a colour-coded spreadsheet, showing the likely highest priorities for further action that could be presented to those most interested in taking action for further discussion (see Appendix Two).
· A discussion was had about whether information could easily be collated showing what additional host-testing might be required to release existing agents. However, this would take quite a bit of work as an analysis would need to be undertaken for each agent about what testing had been by other countries and how that related to the flora of the country considering introduction, plus whether authorities would accept host-testing best practice or require additional species to be tested for political rather than scientific reasons. This also highlighted the need for better information-sharing about test results, including information about agents that have been tested and rejected which may not be published. The group agreed that where possible information about agents that are rejected should be published as it demonstrates that biocontrol scientists are careful and responsible.

Communication and co-ordination
· The communication/co-ordination issues identified by the group apply to the whole international weed biocontrol community, but the Pacific is a good place to start attempting improvement.
· The group discussed setting up an IOBC working group on Pacific weed biocontrol but this did not appear to have many benefits.
· Action: Lynley will contact Mark Schwarzlander about whether the website (www.ibiocontrol.org/catalog/) that hosts the new catalogue showing all the weed biocontrol agents releases, and their fate, worldwide, could also host other information such as agent testing data, including failed species, who is planning to work on what where, and lists of potential species of interest that others can be mindful of. 
· Action: Randy will explore the setting up a list server and apps that could enhance group communication. A list server would need moderators, and these might be Randy, Darcy, Josh Who?, Atwood (Hawaii Dept. of Land and Natural Resources (DLNR), Division of Forestry and Wildlife (DOFAW), Invasive Species Coordinator/HISC Staff Supervisor, and a SPREP person?).
· Action: Randy will also accept information to put up on HISC website (http://dlnr.hawaii.gov/hisc/). All to send Randy relevant information to include. It is possible to make information only available to this group if that is required. 
· Action: Dave, with help from Lynley, to draft a pamphlet that makes the case for weed biocontrol in the Pacific, explaining how it works in and busting common myths, in simple easy to understand language.
· Action: Dave to share with the group the National Invasive Species Strategy and Action Plans (NISSAPs) which are available for all PICTs.
· CABI is developing an E-learning module on biocontrol including cost:benefit analysis. Action: Arne to alert the group when the module is available. CABI has also recently launched a new website as part of a big push on invasive species (http://www.invasive-species.org/) which may be a source of useful information, although the focus is initially on Africa and Asia.
· This meeting confirmed the value of face to face meetings and the difficulties still inherent in video/audio conferencing.  The group should try to continue to have face to face meetings from time to time. Other meetings coming up where it might be possible to organise an add-on meeting to discuss Pacific biocontrol include: PILN2016, Pacific Entomology 2017 in Honolulu, and ISBCW 2018 in Switzerland.
· Action: Arne will suggest a session be held at the ISBCW 2018 where a list of the most globally important projects could be agreed and a country/organisation assigned to lead each. 
· Action: Dave to confirm the PILN 2016 meeting date and venue. Two from this group will attend and help with a half-day module on weed biocontrol (possibly Lynley and Darcy - Dave to invite Darcy via Josh).
· Action: Randy will do some research on other videoconferencing options like Gotomeeting and Zoom which others have found work better. This group to trial a videoconference in a 3 months’ time – Randy to organise this.
· It would be ideal to create a new role for someone to co-ordinate biocontrol activities in the Pacific. SPREP would be willing to host this person. Funding would be needed to get the co-ordinator started, and then they could undertake fund-raising activities to support the role beyond this. Dave estimated that USD $40K would be needed to get this position off the ground, and is happy to facilitate it. Action: Dave to draft out a terms of reference for the position for others to comment on. USFS are likely to chip in. The US Department of Interior should be approached to leverage funding. They would need a partner outside the US - ACIAR?  Action: Dave, Darcy, Tracy, Arne will look into possible funding to support this co-ordinator. 

Challenges and opportunities 
New projects
· It was agreed that it was not feasible to propose any new projects at present, since they may require up to NZD$2m each to develop. However, it was agreed that would be worth compiling a list of species for which biocontrol is desired as there could be opportunities for people to keep an eye out for potential agents when undertaking other work. From a list of priorities for Melanesia the following were mentioned:
· Merremia peltata
· Sphagneticola trilobata
· Cyperus rotundatus
· Sorghum halapense
· Broussonetia papyrifera
· Senna tora
· Solanum torvum
· Piper aduncum
Other species suggested:
· Please add
Existing projects
· We should focus on projects where there is already some convergence e.g. Clidemia hirta, Spathodea campanulata. As mentioned above we need better information about who is undertaking work where and need to find a mechanism for facilitating this.
· Molecular studies against Merremia peltata, Clidemia hirta, and Falcataria moluccana that are currently being undertaken will be better informed by provision of samples from as many regions as possible. Action: Quent, Ken, and Tracy to provide to the group some guidelines about what is needed and by when. Those requesting samples need to be mindful that instructions are as clear as possible, be prepared to provided bags and silica gel, and possibly pay postage. Dave to continue to encourage PICTS to provide samples.

Facilities
· Because of the high cost of building containment facilities it will be necessary to make the best use of existing facilities. Available facilities are shown in Appendix Three.
· An approach whereby regional centres undertake host-testing was suggested. There are some challenges around working with plants not available locally, but they are not always insurmountable e.g. NZ has managed to get permission to import into containment species not present in NZ to undertake work for the Cook Island’s project. 

Secondments/exchanges/students
· Action: Darcy is keen to put an exchange programme in place and will find funding for it. 
· ACIAR support students but only Melanesia. 
· [bookmark: _GoBack]NZAid supports student from the Cook Islands,Fiji, Federated States of Micronesia, French Polynesia, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Niue, Nauru, New Caledonia, Palau, Papua New Guinea, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu, Vanuatu and  Wallis and Futuna (see www.aid.govt.nz/funding-and-contracts/scholarships).
· There is likely to be some interest from individuals in being based for periods on Pacific Islands.

Funding opportunities
· Potential funding sources identified at the Auckland 2009 meeting were reviewed and updated (see Appendix Four).
· Key individuals that can assist include:
· Please add
· HISC (possibly – need to confer w/Josh Atwood; Hawaii DLNR-DOFAW-HISC)


Access to agents
· The ability to share agents between countries will be an issue with new agents originating from countries like India and Argentina which regulate the use of their biodiversity carefully. Provision to be able to share these agents will need to be explored early on with the relevant authorities. CABI and others are working with the CBD to try to facilitate biocontrol agent access in countries like Argentina where gaining access to permits has stalled. The FAO meeting of agricultural ministers which is held in Rome each year is another possible way the group could attempt to get help with this issue.
Gaining buy in/best practice
· It is essential to always follow best practice, proper procedures, and work through formal approval processes etc. May need to be persistent, and to expect and plan for things to take a bit longer. 
· Some felt that the Cook Island project may provide a useful template to emulate.
· This group can act as a pool of experts able to provide independent advice.
· Where possible we need to develop local champions who can promote biocontrol and take all available opportunities to teach people about biocontrol.
· It would be useful to model the potential distribution of a subset of key weeds to help demonstrate why timely action is important.
· Likewise cost:benefit data can provide compelling evidence. Arguments around food security and sustainability of livelihoods may be more useful for making the case for biocontrol than biodiversity in the current climate.
· Relationship building, as always, is key!

Other players
· Other players we should attempt to involve include SPC (who have been less involved in weed biocontrol since Warea Orapa left) and possibly USP. The link between French colonies and France, and potential support and involvement from that quarter needs to be explored. The Departments of Defence and Energy in the USA may also provide useful support.



Appendix One: Presentations
Lynley to add


Appendix Two: Pacific Weed Biocontrol Opportunities
Lynley to add once Michael has added information


Appendix Three: Containment Facilities
Lynley to add table once completed


Appendix Four: Potential Funding Sources
Lynley to add table once completed 
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